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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -3 , and 1 8-20 have been examined. 

2. Claims 4-14, 21-31 and 35-42 were cancelled in Amendment dated 6/9/2008. Claims 15- 
17 and 32-34 were cancelled in Amendment dated 10/29/2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application lor patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Leymann et 
al. (US 6,308,224 Bl, hereinafter Leymann). 

5. As per claim 1, Leymann teaches the invention as claimed, including a method for 
extending a language, comprising the steps of: 

selecting a program source file including a workflow definition created using a workflow 
language, wherein the program source file includes a source code and classes therein and a 
workflow definition that is specified in the form of annotations to the source code and the classes 
(see Fig 19, column 3, lines 16-26, column 8, lines 4-61, column 12, line 65 - column 13, line 
45; EN: the workflow specification is considered as a program source file including a workflow 
definition created using the workflow language FLOWMARK definition language, the workflow 
specification includes classes since the workflow specification is linked to classes, and the 
additional keywords are considered as the annotations), and wherein the workflow language 
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extends the source code with a plurality of workflow constructs, including an action construct 
representing an activity that allows a first software component to call an operation on a second 
software component (see column 7, lines 43-52, column 8, lines 4-51; EN: the PROGRAM 
ACTIVITY keyword is considered as the action construct); and 

using a workflow program according to the workflow definition, including processing, 
using a computer including a processing device operating thereon, the action construct to allow 
the first software component to call an operation on the second software component (see column 
7, lines 43-52, column 8, lines 4-51). 

6. As per claim 1 8, the limitations recited in this system claim are substantially similar to 
those recited in claim 1 . Therefore, it is rejected using the same reasons as claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 2, 3, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Leymann et al. (US 6,308,224 Bl, hereinafter Leymann), in view of Meredith (US 6,516,322 
Bl). 
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9. As per claim 2, Leymann does not teach the plurality of workflow definition constructs 
are provided as markup language commands that are then used as annotations to the source code 
and the classes. 

Meredith teaches providing workflow definition constructs as markup language 
commands (see column 2, lines 13-37). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Leymann such that the workflow definition constructs used as annotations are 
provided as markup language commands as taught by Meredith because XML is a well known 
format for describing structured data (see column 1, lines 50-67 of Meredith). 

10. As per claim 3, Leymann does not teach the plurality of workflow definition constructs 
are provided as XML commands that are then used as annotations to the source code and the 
classes. 

Meredith teaches providing workflow definition constructs as XML commands (see 
column 2, lines 13-37). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Leymann such that the workflow definition constructs used as annotations are 
provided as XML commands as taught by Meredith because XML is a well known format for 
describing structured data (see column 1, lines 50-67 of Meredith). 
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11. As per claims 19 and 20, the limitations recited in this system claims are substantially 
similar to those recited in claims 2 and 3. Therefore, it is rejected using the same reasons as 
claims 2 and 3. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Rejection of claims 1 and 18 under § 103(a) : 

13. As per independent claims 1 and 18, Applicant's arguments have been fully considered 
but are moot in light of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

o Altman (US 6,72 1 ,92 1 B 1) is cited to teach a method for generating workflow messages 

based on adding annotations to a file repository, 
o Rehof et al. (US 7,203,924 B2) is cited to teach behavioral analysis for message-passing 

application programs using type annotations, 
o Bau, III et al. (US 2003/0023957 Al) is cited to teach annotation based development 

platform for stateful web services, 
o Jain et al. (US 2006/0048093 Al) is cited to teach mapping software code to business 

logic using annotated source code. 
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15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jue S. Wang whose telephone number is (571) 270-1655. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30 am - 5:00pm (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lewis Bullock can be reached on 571-272-3759. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Lewis A. Bullock, Jr./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2193 



Jue Wang 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2193 



